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OneNet y
Internet Access ,\

Nextel West Corp.
Cellular

l' Southwestern Bell
Telephone Co

Local-Phone & Data Lines
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Entity Number Applicant's Form Identifier Contact Person Phone Number

0000139831 OCPS-PY4-471-01 Steve Washam (405) 297-6798

Description of Service Attachment
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Service Provider Name/SPIN

Cox Oklahoma Teleom, Inc.
143005575

Description of Service

Leased high-speed data network

Contract Number

N/A

Attachment E
Page 2 of 7

Attachmentr---:---l
Number L-:....J

Funding Request

$71,128.71



•,
~
•
~,
~

t

•~
~

•
~

~

••
~

~,
~

•t,
•
~

~

t,
~

I

Oklahoma TOW6T

210 Park Avenue, Suite 2640
Oklahoma City, OK 73102
(405) 600-6333
(405)61)0.6565 tax
WWW.CQx.com

CQ~~ Busi,:,ess
~" Services...

Oklahoma City Public School District Wide Area Network Locations

School Name Service :rJevel Monthly Recurrine

Adams Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

Arcadia Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

Arthur Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

Belle Isle High School 10 Mbps $ 900

Bodine Elementary lOMbps $ 900

Britton Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
~

I

Buchanan :Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900 -uS»0)0
~:::T

Capital Hill Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900 ~3
-(I)

Capital Hill High School 10 Mbps $ 900 -J:;:s,...
Classen High School 10 Mbps $ 900 m •

Cleveland Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

Independence Enterprise 10 Mbps $ 900

Columbus Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

Coolidge Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

Creston Hills Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

Dewey Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

Douglas High School 10 Mbps $ 900

Dunbar Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

r-""- · ...._1 _



01108/01 MON 11:59 FAX 405 600 6565 COX FIBERNET
----- _ ...,-" _.-~'--'---,-

(4J 003

>
I School Name Service Level

~ Edgcmere Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

~, :::.~.\"\'3.rds Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

• Eisenhower Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

•• Emerson Alternative High School 10 Mbps $ 900

• Eugene Field Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

~

~
Filmore Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

• Van Buren Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

•• Garden Oaks Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

• Gsteway Academy MS 10 Mbps $ 900 ~
t
l Gatewood Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

-oS»
me')

;?
<g=:r

Grecn Pastures Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900 ~3

•
::;(1)

• H~rding MS )0 Mbps $ 900
:::::s......

t Hawtborne Elementary 10 Mbps

m

•
$ 900

• Hayes Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

t Heronville Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

•, Hillcrest Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

• HooverMS 10 Mbps $ 900,
I Horace Mann Elementa.ry 10 Mbps $ 900

t• Independence School 10 Mbps $ 900

• Jackson MS 10 Mbps $ 900

•.. Jefferson MS 10 Mbps $ 900

~ John Marshall High School 10 Mbps $ 900

t
~..



l4J 004COX FIBERNET01/08/01 MON 11:59 FAX 405 600 6565
..__..__ .- -- --"--- -- ------

> School Name Service Level Monthly Recurrine

J 011n500 Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

Kaiser Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

I Lafayette Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

I

I
Lee Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

I Linwood Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

I

I Longfellow Elementary to Mbps $ 900

l Madison Elemelltary 10 Mbps $ 900

~

I Mark Twain Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

I Martin Luther King Jr. Elem. 10 Mbps $ 900

I »
~

M.onroe Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900 =
MoonMS 10 Mbps $ 900

-uA)
mO

~

~::r

) Nichols Hills Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900 ~3
,

::;(1)

• North Highland Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
::J,...

I

•
m

•
Northeast High School 10 Mbps $ 900

~ Northwest Classen HS 10 Mbps $ 900

•
~

Oakridge Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

• Parker Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

t
~ Parmelee Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

•, Pierce Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

~. Polk Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

•
•

Prah"ie Queen Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

• Putnam Heights Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
.j

~

t

•
•



• 01108/01 MON 11:59 FAX 405 600 6565,- .-, _ .. _. - -------
COX FIBERNET 141 005

~
l School Name

Service Level Monthl

~

~
Quail Creek Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

• Rancho Village Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

•
t

Ridgeview Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

• Rockwood Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

~

•
Rodgers MS 10 Mbps $ 900

t Roosevelt MS 10Mbps $ 900

•
•

Sequoyah Elemclltary 10 Mbps $ 900

• Service Center Admin Bldg 10 Mbps $ 900

~

~
Shields Heights Elenlentary 10 Mbps $ 900

t Sbilder Elelnental)' 10 Mbps $ 900
» 'I

~

::+
-oS»

~
Southeast High School 10 Mbps $ 900

0)0
~:::T

• Southern Hills Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
~3

~

::JeD

•

:::J

Spencer Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900
,....

t

m

~

Stand Watie Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

~ Star Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

~

J
Stonegate JI:lementary 10 Mbps $ 900

) TaftMS 10 Mbps $ 900

)

~
Telstar Elementary 10Mbps $ 900

~ The Research Center 10 Mbps $ 900

~

t
Thelma Parks Elementary 10 Mbps $ 900

• US Grant High School 10 Mbps.. $ 900

~
Webster MS 10 Mbps $ 900

,
~

I
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141006_.cox FIBERNET

* proposed locations to receive D8-1 level ofservice.

ScboolName Servic::e Level Monthly Recurrine
4
~

( L
West Nichols Hills 10 Mbps $ 900

Western Village Elementary lOMbps $ 900
j:
. .
!. III

Westwood Elcrnentary 10 Mbps $ 900 .~ .

Wheeler Elementary lOMbps S 900

Willard Special Center 10Mbp' S 900

Willow Brook Elementary 10Mbps S 900

Wilson Elementary lOMbps $ 900

*Academy Programs 1.544 Mbps $2777

TOTAL MONTHLY RECURRING: $84,677

01/08/01 MON 11:59 FAX 405 600 6565
- - ---------_.---•..
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Applicant's' rm Identifier OCPS-PY4-471-01 ".
Phone Number .... (405) 297-6798

Block 5: Discount Funding Request(s) Block 5, page 2of_~
Instructions: Use one Block 5 page forEACH service (Funding Request Number) for which you are requesting discounts. f
Make as many copies of this page as necessary, and number the completed pages to assure that they are all processed correctly.

143005575 118 Contract Award Date(mmidd/yyyy) 04/09/1998

19a Service Start Date(mmidd/yyyy) 0710112001

15 Contract Number(if available; use'1' if tariffed services, N/A
'MTM' if month-to-month services as described in Instructions)

Billing Account Number(e.g., billed telephone number) OKC9900SY

Allowable Vendor Selection/Contract Dah(mm/dd/yyyy) 31 11 98
(based on Fonn 470 filing) 0 20 9

16

553080000038015 .17

11 Category of Service(only ONE category should be checked)

o Telecommunications Service 0 Intemet Access 0 Intemal Connections

12 Form 470 Application Number(15 digits)

13 SPIN - Service Provider
Identification Number(9 digits)

14 Service Provider Name Cox Oklahoma Telcom, Inc. 120 Contract Expiration Date(mm/dd/yyyy) 06/30/2002

22 a. If the service is site-specific (provided to one site and not shared by others), list the Entity Number of the entity from Block 4 receivi
Entity/Entities this service :
Receiving This Service:

b. If the service is shared by all entities on a Block 4 worksheet, list the worksheet number (e.g., A-1}\:.L _

21 Description of
This Service:

19b Service End Date(mm/dd/yyyy) (use only for ''I'' or "MTM" services)

You MUST attach a description of the service, including a breakdown of components and costs, plus any relevant brand names. Label
this description with an Attachment #, and note number in space provided below.

Attachment # 2

»:=
"US»
OJ (')

tg';j
~3g::: ('D
~,...
."

23 Calculations

Recurrina Char, es Non-Recurrina Charaes Total Charaes
A B c D E FIG I H I I J K

Monthly $ charges
(total amount per
month for service)

How much of the $
amount in (A) is

ineligible?

Eligible monthly
pre-discount

amount
(A minus B)

#of
months
service

provided in
program

year

Annual pre-discount $
amount for eligible
recurring charges

(C x0)

Annual non- How much Of~ Annual eligible pr~e Total program
recurring (one- the $ amount in discount $ amount year pre-discoun
time) $ charges (F) is ineligible. for one-time charg $ amount

(F minus G) (E + H)

%discount
(from

Block 4
Worksheet)

Funding Commitment $
Request
(I xJ )

$7,056.42 $0.00 $7,056.42 12 $84,677.04 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $84,677.04 84% $71,128.71

Page 4 of6 FCC Form 471 -- October 2000
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SENT BY: FUNDS FOR LEARNING; 703351621 B; MAR-7-01 6:47PM; PAGE 1

March 7, 2001

.'.:~iJ=//':i!!j SFOR
:;:.. NG

BRINGING TECHNOLOGY TO THE CLASSrOOM

Schools and Libr .es Division/USAC
Problem Resoluti n
Att: Jon Cruv
3833 Greenway rive
Lawrence. KS 6 046

Re: Program ear 4 Data entry Correction
Oklaho City Public Schools
Billed En ity No. 139831
Applicant Form Identifier: OCPS-PY4·47 1-01

Dear Jon:

WI;; just discover d an inadvertent clerical error in the monthly/annual dollar amounts
entered in one of e Block 5 funding requests in i:IIl Oklahoma City Public Schools' YeD.r
Four Form 471 ( CPS-PY4-471·01). Fortunately, the correct amount is indicated clearly
on separate dUCl entation that the school district included as part afthe same Fonn 471.
Therefore, consi nt with FCC precedent regcrding permissible Fonn 471 data entry
amendments and to help facilitate the process for all cuncerned, we request that SLD
Problem Resolut on management authorize its data entry staff to make the following
correction hefore issuing a Receipt Acknowledgement Letter:

As submitted, th amount set forth in Block 5 (page 2 of 7), line 23, column E ("Annufll
pre-discount $' ount for eligible recurring charges") is $84,677.04. (See attachment).
That amount is c total monthly, not annual, amount fo~ the telecommunications service,
and thus should . ve bt:-:n t:lltered in line 23, column A.

Please review th attached Fonn 47l/Attachmcnt Number 2. TIlls is the relll.tt'd
Description o1'S rvice, together with supporting documenmtion. (In the original
application, the tBchment ls clearly milrk.~d and located easily under the tab labeled
"Cox. Oklahoma 'elccom, me.), As you can see, the detailed, five-page document liSlS
every eligible sc 001 that will receive high speed data service along with the "monthly
recurring" char e for that service at each location. The "Iotal monthly recurring"
charge, which a ears clearly on the last page of the service provider's quotation, is
$84,677.

Of course, on th FOITIl471, Ihe $84,677 monthly amuunt should huve bel!n entered in the
monthly recurri charges co(umn, columnA. Then, the $84,611 monthly amount should
have been multi lied by 12 (total months of service) to arrive at the correct, annual pre-

Funds For LeitrrlinB., LtC· WYlw.fundjfeJrlcan1ing,.r:()m
~111WllonRoulf'v,)rdI5uitC'!700' ArJlnlSll)/'I,VA:22:201. pn.:7f)J);1.501r). F.lJ(:7n1.~.~1.""1A

2 North 9",,,dwuy • Ed,,,,,,,d. DK nDH • Pt.: 4()~.141.4140' f..: 405.J41.7008

Attachment G
Page1of19



SENT BY: FUNDS FOR LEARNING; 7033516218; MAR-7-01 8:47PM; PAGE 2

discount amount 0 $1,1)16,124. And finally, that amount, $1,016,124, should have been
entered in rke ann al total recurring charges column, column E. Instead, unfortunately,
$84,677 was divi d, rather than multiplied, by 12, and, as you can see, the result of mat
calculll.lion ($7.05 .42) was entered by mistake in column A.

As the correct mo tbly amount for the service in issue was plainly evident from the
documentation su mitted with the Attachment 2/Description of Service, the SLD clt:arly
has authority to n e this data entry change. Request For Review by Methacton School
Distric/ Norristo n, Pennsylvania. App. No. 120123, Order, (Common Carrier Bur. reI.
May 17, 2000)(a Hcant may correct a detenninative Form 471 data entry error "lithe
applicant has co cdy listed tile proper item on another part of the Form 471"). (Copy
attached)

Moreover, whcre a.'l here, an impoverished (84%) school district's need for one year's
(not one month's worth oCE-rate funding to enable it to provide high speed Internet
access tl) its stud nls is so high. and the administrlltive cost ofmaking a data entry
correction to ena Ie thi~ to happen so low (especially under these circumstances and at
dus very early e in the process), the balance weighs heavily in favor of making the
change. See Req est For Review by Naperville Community Unit School District 203
Naperville. nlino s, File No. SLD-203343, Or<Iel', (FCC reI. February 27. 2001)(SLD
should balance'p ogram objectives against administrative cost when making decisions
affecting fundin and aflinning the propriety of looking elsewhere in an application to
fill in omitted in nn!1tion).

Accordingly, on half of Oklahoma City Public Schools, we request the SLD tu change
the following in onn 471 OCPS-'PY4-471·0l (a revised Block 5 to reflect these changes
is attached);

C.,\lumn (monthly charges):
Column
Culumn (eligible monthly charges):
Column
C.olumn '(annual eligible charges):
Columns F - H:
Column (total amount)
Column (discount)
Column (funding request)

$84,677
no chanae
$84,677
no change
:&1,016,124
no change
$1,016,124
no chang\l
$853,544

If you have any uestions or require any additional information, please contact me at
703-351·50700 by c-mall at oheend@fundsfQrlearning.com.

Sinctll'CJ.y,-·-;-:

~~.~
Orin R. Heend

2

Attachment G
Page 2 of 19
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Page 3 of 19

63/1:1"'/200

01/08101 _ON 11:88 PAX coe eOG o~

lOMbp' S900

10 Mbps 5900

10Mbp'o 5900

16Mbps $ 700

lOMbpi S 900

10Mbps $900

10MbJl$ $ 900

10 Mbp. $ 900

lOMbpl $900

lOMb\N S 900

10Mbps $900

10Mbpl $900

10Mbp' $900

10 Mbps S 900

10Mbp' $900

10 Mbpe S 900

10 Mbp• $ goO

• 10Mbps 5900

~ENT BY: FUNDS FOR LEARNING;



PAGE 56:4BPMj

COX FlBBR!'IItt

RecurrJl!I

Edg~mel'1:Elem~ 10 Mbps $900

lOMbps S 900

10Mbps S 900

10 Mbp' 5900

IDMbps $900

Il)Mbpi $900

lOMbp. S 900

lOMbps S 900

lOMbps $ 900

lOMbpl $ gOO

10 Mbps $900

:{ardml: MS JOMbps 5900

Ha,.,Cllo.,., JtlemclI try lOMbps $900

Hafes Elemeut"r)' 10 Mbps $ 900

10Mbp' S 900

llmcrest ElemeJ1t1. IOMbps $900

HooverMS 10 Mbps $900

Horace MIUD R[e 10 Mbps 5900

IOMbps $900

JacklonMS 10M-bpI 5900

Jefferson MS lQMbps $ '00

Job' M.no••IIl'IS"'" 10 Mbps $ 900

SI:Ni 6Y: FUNDS FOR LEARNING; 703351621Bj MAil-7-01
n~c~IVED~ ~I ~~FUNoa Fa~ L2ARNINQ; ~317i PAGE 2

Attachment
Page 4 of 19
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Attachment
Page 5 of 19

7033516218;
~>FUNOS FOR L~ARN~Nai ~3'7;

J1I1I.'OD Elementary 10 It{bp. $900

K.ller ltlemcatary 1l)Mbpl $ goo

10Mbp' $900

LH li'J,em.e..taT)' 10 Mbps $ 900

Linwood ElerDelltA 10Mbp' S 900

10Mb,. $900

10 Mbps 5900

10Mbp. S 900 . i

}oMbps s 900

10Mbp' $ 900

MoollMS 10Mbps $900
. :

10Ml!pt S 900

10Mbp. $900

,OMbp. $900

lOMbp' $ 900

ll)Mbpa 5900

10Mbpt 5900

10Mbpt $ 900

Pierce Elemclt lOMbp, $ ~OO

·lOMbp. S 9()O

10 Mbps $900

lOMbpt $900

e3/e2/2~e1 10:35 4115 <l178118

~l/~'/Ol KOM 11:5& FAX ,o~
_._--~-- -

SENT BY: FUNDS FOR LEARNING',
H.C~IVe.(); 31 ~/01 ",0;54.0., 1
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PAGE f34

I:i!IOO& ,
r:

10 t.(bPI
5 900

10Mhpt
5900

IUdaev1e'" Elentellta
10MbPS

S 900

RockWOOd El6ll1CR
10MbpS

$900

Rodgen MS
lOMbp.

$900

:ij
R.oo~eltMS

10Mbpa
S 900

tOMbpl
$ 900

Serville Center A Bld~ 10MbII'
5 900

I'

SkteldJ BdPtI It
lOMbp'

$ 900 'I
Sllllder }tlell\Cllltl

lOMbJlS
5900

SOllt'"~llItlUSb. S
10 Mbps

$900

I: r

tOMbp'
5900

10Mbp'
s 900

Stlillcl WaUl Elo
10 Il'ibPI

5900

,
I

Star F,le1Rellt.ry
10Mbps

$900

Stoueg_to E1eme Ury 10Mbpa
S 900

! '.

TaftMS
lOMbpl

S 900

Tellltar Elcsneat rJ
10Mbpa

$900 ..

Tile Research Cuter
10Mbps

S 90Q
' 'I;,

l'Mlsna Far10r lemellQ,ry 10Mbpt
S 900

US G\"lUlt High Seh001
lOMbpt

$ 900
I~

WebsarMS
lOMbpl

S 900

Attachment G
Page 6 of 19
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PAGE e5
ijI 00'

5'00

S 900

S 900

$ !*J

$900

$900

$900

$Zm

Attachment G
Page 7 of 19

10Mb;'

10Mbpl,

10MbPS

10 Ml»P,I

10Mbp'

lOtdblll
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t.S«MbP'

~RBCURRlNO:

...... I,!"T" E''="'':''. ,Y: I'UNDS FOR LEARNING·

I

I,
I
~•~'
•
•••••••t••t
II•~

r



rt>
en
z
-I

co
-<

"cz
CJ

'"
"o:n
r
m
p
Xl
Z.....

!Q1I s: • ...T ............ N,li I 15
1IlTItr...-IlII......... ...-Io.....,

.IJ. _ ApplIcIrn"""' ••nIIltr _~OCP~s-P'I'=~....:;:,!..l~=' ~ _
P'haIIeHulnblr !4!I5J ~L--=- _

..................-s..~~.~.-.~•••'.., ........

c:.h~_ 01 O....... OllW!CIianI 111 ..1ng~~........~-*"la<c9900Sy

Block 5: Discount Funding Requesl(s} BlockS. P9__2ot__\
Instructions:Use one 8b:k 5 pa.ga rtrEACH servtcl (Funding R9que1ll NInlber) for whim you 8rlI ~nl1cQc:omb. j

.. manY cqH5 of lhIe page .. neC8SS8l'Y. lIIId IUJIber IIle CllI\1Iki(8d , .. ro _1Ir8 tn.r.1Iey &AI al~00IT~'f:':------~

14 s.mce PIvvIdw Nama Cox Oklahoma Teltom,lnc. 120 C«ntJKt~lIn~rl 06I3M002
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143005575 118 Cantrad'-'nI~ 04I0QI1991l
1....... 8tIrtD8tII~ 07101l2OO1

553080000038015 111 .AIciwIlJIe VIlldor-w.e!lonfCGnriC:lo.l(~)
0L-I1Il Fannm.." 0312011998

You MVST ..u.cll a ducrtpl10n of'" MrYir;8, fncUIng II bIeIiIlcdown of c:omponanla..-l CiOlIIs. plus My reIoVanI brand _ La
INs dMaiptloowill an AIted1ment t. Ifld IlO1IlIWIIber.ln~ pnMded tMlIcw.
~t.2

22 L If the n ... lalll6-CpaClllc (p/lMded to one." and notwllId by oth~), flat ... EnIlyf'lumberafthe entity frmn BIodt4reeeM
EnIJtyIEot1tHI. Ihls -w:a :
R..,.lwlagTN..amc8: ------------

b..lf1he S8I'4lce lseMred by alI.nUIIa llIlII.1llocit4 WOIbheel, list lh8~ llIlIl1ber(a.g.• 1'o-1~1

n ~tIon.

21 DtI8Criplton 01
TIll. 5e1VIft~

'lZ Form m ......lcetIon Hlm1bel(l5 of_I
13 Sl"DI.lIerYJce ProvIder'

Idllfllll1catlon Namber(lllgls)

Rac:urrln Non-Rat:unJna Ch__ Total
A B C n & , G H I .I

MlldI«y$~ Howllldlof.... I EigllIe IIrify hI AnrlLIII~l AmuIlIlMo How ',UC!llJ( AIInulI~ ... T.. progIU fotli-n Fimrv
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(Arwiu8) lIIl\1dIdln (C~DI lfmlal.dG) (E+H) Worbhle1l
~

~

S7.0Sll.42 1% I $&I.~T.04 1 $0.00 I so.oo! IO.ClIII $34,617.04 I 64% I $71,128.71
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Federal ComdtnDicatioDS Commillslon

Before the
Federal Communicatiolls Commission

Wlkshinllton, D.C. 20554

DA OO·IU46

In the Malter of
Methacton School Di
Norristown, Pennsyl

Federal-State Joint R

Changes to the Board
Of the National Exc
As,'lOclation, Inc.

By the Common C

)
)
)
)

on Uni~sa1Service )
)
)
)
)

ORDER

Application No, l20123

CC Docket No. 96-45

CC Docket No. 97.21

Releued: MlIY 17, 1000

1. TIle mrnon Carrier Bureau has under consideration a Letter of Appeal filed on
October 22, 11)99 by Methacton School District, Norristown, PennsYlvania (Methacton), seeking
J"l)view of a decisio by the Schools and Libraries Division (SLD) of the Universal Service
Administrative Com any (USAC or Administrator).l Methacton seeks review of SLD's denial of
its application for scounts for telecommunications services under the schools and libraries
universal service su ort mecbanism.1 For the relilluns set forth below, we remand Mcthacton's
appeal to SLD for ti er review_

2. Und the SChools and libraries universal service support mechanism, elil:,rible
schools, libraries, d consortia that include eligible schools and libraries may apply for
discounts for eligib e telecommunications services, Tntemet access, and internal connections,)
The Commission's les provide that, with one limited exception, an eligible school, library, 01'

consortium must se k competitive bids for all services eligible for support.4 The Commission
reasoned that camp itive bidding would ensure: fiscal responsibility lilld would be the best means
for ensuring that eli ible schools and libraries are able to receive services at the mosl competitive

l 1.etter from Robert F, lolly, Methacton School District, 10 Secreuuy, FCC, dated Octobor22, 1999 (Letter of
Appeal).

1 Seetion S4.719(c) or e COlnmluion's roles provides that lID)' person aggrieved by an action taken by a division
of the Administrator m seek revJ~ from the Commission. 47 C.P.R. § 54,119(c).

l 41 C.F.R. §§ 54.502, 4.503.

, 47 C.F,1t § 54.504(a)
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3. The C mmission's competitive bidding rules require that Q.[J applicant submit to
the Administrator 11 c mpleted FCC Form 470, in which the applicant lists the services for which
it seeks discounts.~ e Administrator mUst post the FCC Form 470 on its website and the
applicant is required wait 28 days before malting II commitment to a selected service provider.
The Commission's les provide IJ. limited exemption from the 28-dB.y competitive bidding
requirement for app cants that hove pre-existing contracts a~ defined by the Commission's
rules.7 After the Fe ~ Form 470 has been posted for 28 days, and the applicant hall selected a
service provider, the pplicant must submit to the Administr1:ltor an foCC Form 471, which lists
the service~ that hav been ordered.s

4. Item 0 in Block 3 of the FCC Form 470 directs the applicant to check the box if
it has a pre-existing ontract. If an applicant checks Item 10, SLD will not post its FCC Fonn
470. If an applican does not check the box., SLD will post the appllcant's Form 470. Here,
Methacton filed two separate Forms 470.9 In its first Form 470, Methacton checked Item 10 in
Block 3, indicating t it had a pre-existing, binding contract for telecommunications services,
and therefore SLD 'd not post Mcthaeton's first form 470. In its second Form 470, in which
Methv.cton sought upport tbr telecommunications services, Internet access, and internal
connections, Me n did not check Item 10 in Block 3, thereby indicating to SLD that it did
not have an existini binding contract. Accordingly, SLD posted Methacton's second Form 470.

5. Melh cton suhl\equcntly filed 11 single Fonn 471 in which it referenced only the
fm;t, non-posted Fo 470, and indicated, by listing a "e" in the appropriate box, that all of the
services listed in th Form 471 would be received pursuant to a new contrnct. 10 As noted above.
tinder the COmnUssi n's rules, an applicant must have had a Form 470 posted for 28 days prior to

I See FI!Ueral.StQre Joi t Bnard "'" Uninrsal SenJlce, CC Docket No.9645, Report and Order, 12 fCC Rcd 8776,
9029, para. 480 (1997) Universa! SenJico Ordu), as corrected by federal Slute Joint Board on Univ""sa! Suviee,
ec Dock~ 96.45, EJl1l fCC 97-157 (reI. Jun~ 4, 1997), ajJirmed In part, reversed in pari cmd remanded ill parr,
l'ex(1.$ Office aj'Public tiliry COUllcil v. FCC, 183 F3d 393 (5'" Cir. 1999) affirming Unlvt!1'.ra/ Service Order in
part and reve1'3ing and mallding on unrelated groundll). petitions for ce11. pending.

7 47 C.F.R. § 54.511 (0 Under 81D's procedures, even npplicllJl!S thuillavc pre-e;<i!lting contraclS Ill"e required Lo
wail 28 days before 11 ~ their Form 471.

9 Ke3pcctively, USCN 42430000155751 and lIseN 586470000159312.

JO The SLD 9ubscq 1)' disco"~'l'cd that MothacLon would he re~ivlng its telecommunications SC'TV ices pursuant
to a wiff,not a co I, IIIld th=fore Mcthacton shOUld have indicated a ",.., instead ofa "C" in its Form 471.
The 2S-clay posting Til uirel1lllot applit:S 10 req~:5U for seNice pUI'S\Iant to 0 contract or a tariff. and therefore SLD
wO\lld have denied M a<:lDn' 5 application evell ifMethacton had correctly indicated that it WlIS ordering
telecommuniclltioll.l S iCes pw1IUllQt t(> a tariff. See 47 C.f.R. § S4.SCM(bX3).

:2
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entering into il new co tract with a service provider. Because Methacton referenced only the first,
non-posted Fonn 47 , SLD denietl Mcthacton's applica.tion for failure to comply with the
Commission's 28-day posting requirement.

6. ureau's request, SLD has reviewed this case further, and has discovered
that SLD may be a Ie tu grant Methllcton relief.

ll
Along with its Form 471 application,

Methactofi !lubmittcd ptional Pre-Discount Cost Calculation grids for elll;h of the services that it
requested in support f its discount cost calculations.12 The telcl;onullurucation!l services grids
correctly reference th second, posted Form 470, indicating that Methacton intended to reft:rence
the second Form 470 DOt the fust Form 470, in its Form 471. 13

7. Under SLD's procedures SLD may grant 8P8eals when the applicant has correctly
listed the proper it~ on another part of the Form 471. ~ SLD states that, if this CMC were
remanded, it "waul troat this as a data entry error made by the applicant and, since there is
evidence in the o' 'nat file to support the correct item, [it] would grant the appeal."IS
Accordingly, based n SLD's di.scovery of the reference to the Sl'cond, posted Fonn 470 in
Methacton's Form 71, we conclude that it is appropriate to remand this matter to SLD for
further review. 16

8. ACe RDINGLY, IT IS ORDERED, pur~uant to authority delegated under
~ections 0.91, 0.29 , and 54.722(a) of the Commission's rules, 47 C.F.R. §§ 0.91, 0.291,
54.722(a), that the ppeal filed by Mcthncton School District, Norristown, Pennsylvania, on
October 22, 1999 IS REMANDED to SLD for further con~iderntion in light of this decision.

FEDERAL COMMUNICAnONS COMMISSION

Carol E. Mattcy
DeputY Chief, Common Carrier Bureau

\I Letter from Elkn W llhagcn, SLD, to MngaJic Roman Sal", fCC, tiled MIItIlh 30, 2000, at 1·2 (SLD Letter).

12 See id

Il See id.

\4 SLD Letter at '2 .

Il jd.

lfi We note thot it i. un lear from the record why Methacton filed two fOllllo 47U. In any e~cnt, becaWl" SLD has
di.cuv~ed, w[til rc to all f\Jndina reqWlSts at issue here, relcrCfices in Med1acton's Form 471 to the posted,
second Forni 470. we c1icve that il is appropriate til remand this roalter 1;ll SLD for furtber review.

3
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Befor~ tlie
Federnl Communications Comlllhsion

Wllshi_CtoD, D.C. 20554

In the Matter ~lr ')
)

Request for Review a Decision of the )
Universal Service Ad 'nistrative Company )
by )

)
Naperville Communi )
School District 203 )
Naperville, Illinois )

)
Federal-State Joint B )
Service )

)
Changes to the Buar ofDirectors of the )
National Exchange arriers Association, Inc. )

ORDER

Adopted: Febru

By the Commission:

File No. SLD-203343

CC Docket No. 96-45

cc Docket No. 97-21

Released: February 27, 2001

D

1. In lhi Order, the Commission has under con~iderati()n a Request for Review tIled
by Naperville Com unity Unit School District 203 (Naperville).\ Naperville requests review of
a decision by the Sc ools and Libraries Division (SLD) or the Universal Service Administrative
Company (lJSAC o. Administrator) thar returned, without considcratio.n, Naperville's
application under th !lchools and librmies universal service support mechanism for failing to
complete it:! applicll ion consistent with SLD's minimum processing standards,l For thc reasons
discussed below, w grant Naperville's Request lor Review.

1.

2. the schools and libraries universal service support mel.:hanism, eligible
schools, libraries, d consortia that include eligible schools and libraries may apply for
discounts for eligibl telecommunications services, Interne! access, and intemal connections.;

I Letter iTom Bric Milit· Naperville Communlty Unit School District 203, to the Federal Communications
Commission, filed July 1,2000 {n.quc.rlfi;r R4Vi"",}.

2 Letter from Sehoul> III d Libraries Division, l1nivor!ll\1 Servi~e Adminlstrlltivc Complt/ly, to Marty Barnicle,
Naperville ConllllUllity nlt $chllo] Distr[ct 203, d<lted June 14,2000 (Adminimalor'S neelsion) .

.\ 47 C.f·.lt. ~§ 54.502, 4.503.
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I

To receive discounts fo eligible scrvlces, an eligible school or library "::;hll!l .. , submit u
completed FCC Fonn 1 to the Administrator.'" The FCC Form 471 requires the applica.nt ttl

provide specific info lion about the service for which a discount is sought. s Applications med
during the filing windo are deemed simultaneously filed. 6 Thc filing window for the 2000-01
funding year (Yein' 3) pened on November] 0, 1999, and closed on J/:lIlUllry 19.2000,7
Applicants requested aunts in excess oftbe program funding cap dUring the Yellf:> tiling
window.

K
As a result, LD considered only. those applications filed durini the window pursuant

to the Commission's f ding priority rule:s.9

3. The Fe Ponn 471 is broken up into "blocks" that group related or
interdependcnl reques for information, called "items," togethcr.10 The application form is
designed to enable SL to determine efficiently wht:tber thc applicant meets !;tatutory
requirements and our mpJementing rulcs. For applications involving more complex rtlquest~, the
applicant may need to complele a given block several times wilh different responses. 11 When an
applicant reproduces block mUltiple: times in the same application, each reproduced block is
considered a sCl'lITate 'worksheet." When completing multiple workshcct~ applicants arc
instructed to number le worksheets, e.g.. A-I, A-2. A-3.

4 47 C.F.H. § 54.504(c).

• S.e Sellool. alld L.mrari . Vllivel'sal Service. Services Ordered and Certificlilion Form. OMB 3060-0806 (FCC
Form 47/) (attached as pendix A). On the Froc Fonn 471. the appliCllJlt records dllla. used by SLD to evaluate
the eligibility fOI discoun of the services received 911d tile entities receilling them, as well as 10 d~lennine tho:
applicant's priority to re Ive a dj~count for a particular request anel tbe discount "IIailable til the appliclIIlt if lhe
discpunt is grilllted. Sp iiic informatiun requested on the FCC Porm 471 identities, for cxllltlple, !he applleallt;
the individual entities (i. " particular sclulols "ltd libraries) that will be receivine service!; the vendors; key lerlll~

of contract.~between ven at'S and the applicant, includlJ1g priclJ1g \\Ild iength of contract; lIJ1d which entities will be
receiving whal services i eluded ill the application.

• The Commission's r\l ,,-,rablish a wtodoY! to be dctermtoel1 b)/ SLD. See 47 C.F.R. § 54.507(c). Commi;.sion
rules also establish fund Il priorltle. for those requests med during the window. Sec 47 C.I".R. § 54.507(g).

7 See SLD website, SJ. AnnQunces AvaUnhiHt)' ofNew Forms. hup:llwww.sl.univel.salservice.orglwhatsnewl
lOI99'1·MP,

B SLD wcbsite.. ::iLD PI' ident Announces First Funding Wive lor Year 3, http://www.sl.un;versals~l.vice.orgi
whatsnewI04200IJ.asp.

947 C.F.R § 54.507(g) The Conunission's funding pTiority rule. for applications submitted durln" the filing
window provide tha~ ~ all discount ciitegones, requests fur telecommunications services and for lntemet access
shall receive first priori for the available fUnding while rC'luests for instdlation of internal connections and other
nOJm;cumng eosIS recc: ve lower priorit)'. To the el<tent that fltnds art not 811llilable to provide discounts til all
Inlcmal connections, th' Commission's rules prioritize 3UPP\1!'t for schools "ll.d librarill3 receiving the hightsl
discount and pro<:eedin downward; in other words, the most disadvantagell entities m"eivc the highe3t priority.

10 FL'/'; Furm 47 I.

11 FCC Form 4'/ I; Inst ctiull5 fur Completing the SchouIs lIJId l.ibraries Universal Service, St:1'vlcc~ Ordered and
Certification Fonn, 0 3060-0806 {September 1999) (FCC Furm 471 Insrrucrions)

2
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nt wi.th the Commission's rule requiring, applicant.~ to submit a
471 to the Administratm," SLD utilizes what it calls ''minimum

proccssin¥ standards" 0 facilitate the efficient review of the t.housands of applications requesting
funding.! These mi mum processing standards art: designed to require an applicant to provide
at least the minimum ta nece.'1l1lll')' for SLD to initiate review of the application under statutory
requirements and Co \illsion rules. When an applicant submits an FCC Form 471 thal omits an
item subject to the m' 'mum proces'.linl:l standards, SLD automatically returns the application to
the applicant witholl! onsidcrinll the application for discounts under the program,l Both the
minimum processing "tandards and the automatic return for failure to comply arc explained in a
document available 0 SLD's website, from SLD's lax-on-demand service, and from SLD
cllstomer services re, escntative:l at its toll-free number."

5. (n Yc 3, SLD added to the minimum processing standurds the requirement tMt
applicants illc:nti ly th specific entity receiving a service or, ifthat service is slJ.ji.red by more: than
one entifl' the applic t list thtl Block 4 worksheet number that identities the entities sharin~ the
service.! The work eet number was collected in Block 5, Item 22, on the FCC Form 471. 6

SLD alerted potcnti appliclUlls of the minimum processing standards for Year 3 in a letter sent
to schools and Iibt· . s befoTc the application process commenced.!' That lener referred
applicants to a docu ent !hat morc fully sel forth the revised minimum proces~ing standards for
Year 3. 18

u 47 C.F.R. § 54.504(c) see SLD website, !'orm 411 Minimum Proccs.~i/lg Slalldnrds Wld FilingR"Guirements tor
rY 3, hnp:!!www.sl.uni al~el"\'ice,orglrefer~nce/471mps,asp(Minimum ProceM/ng Srundurds).

Ij Minimum Proce,r"in~ tandard.s; :t~e a/so FCC Fnrm 47'- The millimum processing standards changed
primlll'i1y because the F C rllrm 411 was rcdQsigncd faT Year 3. In the Te,designee! FCC Form 471, me Block 4
worksheet generally req ires the applicMt t" list all the eni.Jtie.< receiving a service far winch discounts arc sought.
In th"se situatio"~ wher an appllclUlt is seeking dj~coul1t1 for a service to be sharetl by a /lTOUP of IIChaol! wIthin
the district, the worksbe t t:Illculales the weighted a"~'l"lIge discount ofthuse schools which is then applied to the
.h;ared serv;cc. Wh~'I'e school ~;"ltict is seeking multiple shared services for different groups of schools within it~

district, the applic;lI1t TIlllrt complete a di1Ierent Block 4 worksheet for each group, labeling the worksheets"A-]",
"A·2", nnrl so forth. In Is situation, 5eplln.le Block 4 warksh~ets are requited because the weighted avcraie
discOun1 will vary from group to group. The FCC Form 471 requests that thc applicant identify the Block. 4
worksheet for a partil:Ll r group at lrem 22 of the Block 5 worksheet used to request the discounted services to be
received by that group.

16 FCC form 47}. 810 k 5, Item 22.

!7 l.etter from KaLe L, oore, Scllools end Libraries Dlvi.ion, to School and Library Leaders, d3l.ed October II,
1999 (Year 3 Openink eller to lhe Field),

18 Year J Opening '.ell r In Ihe Fi~[,j, MOfeover, links to Ihe minimum pfDccssing standard. J"cwncrlt appear
fteql1ently 011 SLD'~ w bslte, which is the method preferred hy SID and 1ll0~t ~pplicWlts for obtnining infunnation
regarding the appllcati n pruccss and for obUlining and submitting rorm~, See FCC For'" 47J IM/rue/lmu al <>
("You arc Qncoumged '-' complete and submit this form eiectronically, online."); SLD weh"ilQ, $4.72 13mion
(continued, ...)

3
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6. Nape 11e ttled an FCC Form 471 r~questing dj~(,;ountcd services for Year 3. 19 rn
Block 4 of its fCC F In 471, Naperville indicated thai it was applying rol' discounts ror shilled
scrvices Lo be shared y aU schools in the district?O In doing so, Naperville explicitly indicated
thu.t it did not seek dL ounts fnr shared services for different groups of schools?1 Naperville
listed 21 schools 011 i sole Block 4 worksheet, yielding a Weighted Average Discount of26
percent Ior shared se ices.22 Naperville did not label it~ Block 4 worksheet with an "A-l", "A
2". or similar label.23

7. Becau Naperville was seeking discounts for six difterent services, it submitted
six copies of Block 5 one for each discount request included in the application. 24 Each Block 5
Wall identical with re pect to the items relevant here. On each Block 5, Naperville indicated that
the percentage disco t from Block 4 (i.e., the Wdghted Average Discount) was 26 pereent?~
On cilch copy ofBlo k 5, however, Naperville fEliled to answer Item 22, which asks that the
applicant identify 'oy worksheet n\1mber the Bloek 4 worksheet listing the entities to receive tho:
se.rvice if the service is shared?6

8. Nar: iIle filed its FCC Form 47l on January 19,2000, the final day of the Year
} fIling window.2 ectluse Naperville failed to complete ltem 22 of Block 5 with n,;spect to
each of its six reque ts tor discOWllS, SLD sent a letter to Naperville indicating that its
application had raile to meet the minimum proce~sillg standards, and returned Naperville's
applicatjon.2~ Beea e Naperville submitted its incomplete FCC Form 471 OIl the final day of
the Year 3 filing wi dow, StD wns unable tu issue the minimum processing letter to Naperville

(Continulld from previa s page) ---.-----
Requtlsted for E-Rate ill Year 3, bttp.//www.!1I11jyetS41...OOa" 0"4liwlli!JSDCWI02.2llllD...llsI (nolLllg. that nearly 80
percent of Year 3 appli tions were s\lbmitted elecltonicll1ly).

19 (lee Fonn 47[, 'Nap ilIe Conunuoity Unit School DiSTrict 206, tiled Januury 19,2000 (Napervillp. Furm 471).

l() Napcrvill~Fo,m 471 Block 4, Item IDa.

21 Naperville Form 471 Block4.llcm lOa.

21 Naptrvt'lle Form 471 Block 1\, !tems lOb, 1Oc.

'J Naperville Form 471 Block 4.

24 Naperville Form 47 ,Block 5.

•' Naperville Form 47 ,Hem 23j.

l¢ Nap.rvil/~Form 47 , Block 5.1tern 22; tlcJmiIlLflrU/o" '3 Decision. for scrvlce~ tlJat I1te to be provided to ene
site, ",ther than shared a second blank ill Item 22 ask6 the aJlPlicant to identify by entity o\l111ber of lb. school or
other site to receive th "ervlce. Because Naperville was seeking shared ~~rvfces, that ptlrtion was properly left
blM1k.

27 Naperville Form 47 .

2' Letter 1\'011\ Schools and l.ibtaries Division, On;ve!")al Service Administrative Company, to Marty l3ilmlcle,
Napervllle CUSP 203 dated MHy 15, 2000.

4
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before; the clo~ oftlle car 3 tiling window. Therefore, Naperville remed its application after
the close of the windo . On May 26,2000. Naperville Tefiled its applicalion, including the
previously incomplete items, and requested that SLD Irtat its application as having been filed
within 1hc filing wind w.29 On June 14, 2000, SLD issued its decision, stating that it could not
cousidcr Napot'Ville's equest 1'0 r waiver of the Year 3 .filing window and advising Naperville to
file its request with Commission:o Naperville filed the instant Request for Review with the
Commission on July I, 2000.31

n.
9. At the ut.sct. we emph8si7.e that OUT primary objective is to tmsure that ::<ehools

and libr!lries benefit om the schools und libraries universal service support mechanism as
~ntemplated by the tute. For purposes of clll1sidlv1'ing thi~ Request for Review, this means we
must balance the ne to minimize administrative costs, while elCpediling fair and efficient
review of applicalio . With that objective in mind, we consider the circumstances surrounding
SLD's rcturn ofNap rville's FCC form 471 for failure to meet SLD's minimum processing
standards.

10. After onsidering the totality of the circumstances. we grant Napervil1e'~ Request
for Review. As desc ibed below, we believe as a general matter that minimum processing
standards can serve e important purpose of minimizing the administrative costs of the program.
Notwithsmnding tha fact, however, we conclude tbat the omission of a response to Item 22 does
not merit return ofN p~rviJlc'senlire applicatilln under the totality of the circumstances
presented here, Spe Hie factors that weigh ll~ainst such return in this instance include the
possible confusion r sulting from the redesign of the FCe Fon1l471 and its impact on the
minimum processin standards; the specillc requesl at issue was new to the application; lhe
information omitted in Item 22 is easily discerned from the remainder ofNapervillc's FCC Forro
471; and the subsla: ial completeness ofthe remaindtlr ofNaperville's ree Forn! 471.

11. In Y ar 3 of the program, SLD received more than 36,000 applications.12 As
administralor of the schools and libraries universal service mechanism, SLD incurs significant
additional admini live costs by reviewing amI pr<X.'Cssing applications that fail to include
information essenti. I to their evaluation under the mechanism's rules. Under Commission rules,
SLD's administrati c funds aredrllwn frum the same pool from which support is distributed to

29 FCC Form 471, Nap rvllle COlnmWllty Unit SchC/ol Dlstricl 203, filed May 26, 2000; f/equest/or R~j"w llA 3,

10 Administrator's Dec: ion. SLD trealed this reflj~d <lpplic~tion ~s a request for a waiver oflhe Year J tiling
windOlli, which SLD re ed 10 consider. Adminblratar's Decision. Altllough SLD treated Naperville's retiled
apphcation as a ruques for a waiver oftlle filing wlndow <;!cadline, we are nol obligRted to treat ils Request fIX
Review I\.S such. As di cussed below, by I:J:'llnting Naperville's Rt:quest for Review, we conclude that SLD erred in
mlUllling Napcrvill~'s itial application without consideration, l>lven the ~irCWIl~tance~ presented here.

11 Requesl/0,. R~iew.

12 SLD web~ilc, Webs e Letter, http;//www.sl.univasl.Jservicc.org/whatsnewIOj2000.lI...p.

5
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applicants.JJ Any ad 'tional costs incurred in tl1e adminislration of the program, therefore,
directly rcdul:C the fu ds available for eligible schools and libraries. As such, anti consi~tent with
the CommIssion's lUI requiring applicants to submit a "completed" FCC Fonll 471, SLO's
rnmimum processing tandnrds provide an etficient means to minimjn: unnecessary
administrative costs reducing the nUlllber llt substantially incomplele applications that SLO
must review and pro ss. 111 that context, Item 22 of Block 5 is used because it confirms the
discount assigned to e entily or entities receiving the requcsted service. In many instances,
without that informa on, an essential determination--confirmation of the discount Ilssigned to
the requested ~ervi -cannot be made and the application cannot be proce8~ed. Where
applicants are seekiJl discounts on multiple services for different groups of schools in the same
applicatiol1, tbi.s info atilln is critical to dt:termine what discount applies to the various services.
Against this backdro ,we conclude that it is appropriate tor SLD to require the information
requeslI.:d by Item 22 and for SLD to return applications that fail to prOVide this information ill
any fonn.

12. We n vertheless conclude that Nllperville's application did not merit retum giv~n

the totality ofthe cic umstanccs presented here. We base our decision on sevt:ral factors. The
FCC Fom 471 was etlcsigned extensively for Year 3.l4 AIthough in the most geneml sense the
information requcs in Item 22 had been requested in previous years, the Year :I form requested
the information in a'tlbstantially difftlrcnt manner in order to permit SLO to more eClsily identify
relevanl facts. Give that Item 22 was a new information request 011 the Year 3 form, some
applicants might mi Wlderstami what the appropriate response to Item 22 would be. Moreover, it
is not clear whether p\icanLq understood the impact tbis rcde~ignhad on the minimum
processing standard .

13. Furl t:rrnore, we find from Our review of the record that SLO reasonably could
bave easily disceme the information omitted in Item 22 in this appJication ITom the other
information in the a plication. After reviewing Naperville's FCC !:"orm 471, we find that Blocks
4 anI.! 5 ofNapervil "s application provided the ncces~ary infonnation for SLO to conclude with
reasonable certain what the omitted response to Item 22 was without re,quiring a detailed
review of the appli tion. First, on Block 4, Naperville indil:ated that all schools in the district
would be receiving e same shared service~, and that there were no requests for different shared
services for differe t gmups ofschools.J~ Accordingly, if the funding request on Block 5 was for
shared service&-w .ch SLD could have determined from Naperville's response to Item 23j on

.1l 47 C.F.R. § 54.715( ).

J4 SLD l'Qdcslgnei;l the CC Form 471 in Year 3 lu better i~olale informatiun important 10 the prllcessing of funding
requests. The form \lSe in pJior years invited responses IMt otten did not permit complete review of the
underlying funding req estll without substantial addilionalll11aly~is by SLD reviewers or contllet with the applicant
for further infonnlllion The new fom', whm properly completed, greatly reducOl! this work as compared to the
form used in Year. 1 a d 2 because morc aspects ofthe review mllY be automillcd and fewer requests for additional
information from app\i ants are nece,~ary.

lJ NGljJervm~ Por", 47 •Block 4, Item lOa.

6
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Block 5-thc only ap roprinte response to Item 22 would have been worksheet A_1. 36 Moreover,
because the 26 perce1' recorded on each Block 5 matches exactly with the Weighted AVl.:ragr::
Discount shown in N erv iUe 's only attached Block 4, SLD could have delermined that the
funding request on th Block 5 w.orbheet5 referred tu the group of school' 5 identified on
Naperville's Block 4 orksheet.3 ' For these reuson-'l, SLD could have easily determined that the
only response on Nap 'rville's Itcm 22 would have been to refer to the only attached Block 4
worksheet. in these c ctunstances, completing Item 22 required merely the ministerial act of
repeating a fact re.,tdil available and easily disccrnable elsewhere in the application.

14. We nr comforted by the fact that review of the record leud.~ us to conclude that
Naperville complete every oUler item on tts applicalion for which a response was appropriate.
There is no judicatio that Naperville intended to decejv~ or mislead SLD by the omission. Nor
do we believe that N' erville Jacked a sufficient response tu Hem 22 because it failed to tlxercise
proper diligence in a ering services for which it could make effective use. Rather, Naperville
provided sufficiently omplete answers to the remainder of Us FCC Form 47l to permiT the ready
discernment of the re panse that Naperville should have provided to hem 22. Except for the
inadvertent omission ofa response to Item 22, Naperville's FCC Form 47l rcflecl~ the diligence
and good faith we ex t from applicants.

IS. Buse on these facts, we conclude that, givcn the totality of the circumfltances,
Naperville's FCC 11 471 did not merit return. The administrative cost of llccepting
Naperville's applica 'on under these facts arc minimal and are outweighed by the objective of
cns\l!ing that school and libraries benefit from the schools and libraries universal service
support mechanism contemplated by the statute. Accordingly, we grant Naperville's request
for revicw llnd re d the matter to SLD, so that Napl;lfville's fCC Form 471 may be processed
~ a timely applicati n. 38 We note that our decision today docs not gUllrantee that Naperville's

1h SLD could na_e klw n that touch Block 5 was for a shared strvice -rather than a site·specific service-because,
on Block 5, Naperville' dieated II dlscoWlt percentagl: of26 percent. Pursuant to the Commission'S implementing
rules. only an applicatio for shllred 5elVices provide. ~le ~C"Mory circumstances under which a school or school
districl would be eligibJ lor a 26 percent dillcount. This is becaU$e, under the schools and libraries ulliversa.l
.ervice mechllJ1ism, seh Is anolibraries dcwrmine the diseounl 101' wlUch they are elillihlc by consulting the
"discount matrix" adop by me COlll.lllisslou. 47 C.i:'.R. § 54.505(c). The di~cOun1 matrix assigns rhe discount
to an eligible entity hilS 'll' Ihe income level of srudents (u.,ing eligibility for partlcipatioll in the Nbtional School
Lunch Program as apr y) and Whether the entity is in II nJl'll1 or urban area. 54 C.F.R § 54.505(c). School
districts, library syslCID , and consortia with multiple eligible elltities determine the discount for which they are
elillible by calculaling weighted average ofthc discollnl. available to their member entities. 54 C.li.R. §
54.505(b}(4). The diSC unl matrix doe~ llOt, under any circumstance, yield a 26 percent discount to an individual
school, though it may y eld both higher 1111<llowcr discount p..rcentages. Therefore. an npplicant would be eligible
for II 26 percent discou I only ifit applied for shared serVices and the weighted average oftbc discounts available
to t~ schools sharing e services yielded a 26 percent discount.

]7 Nap~rvilieForm47, Block 5, Item 23j; Nape7'llWe Form 471, Blo<.:k4,ltetn lOco

JI We note, however, t at a dlfferent balancing might result in circ\lmstances other tb"n those present here,
p1ll1icularly where the mined informatiOl1 CaJlJlot be discemed so ell!lily frOI11 other maLerial lncl\lded in the
appli<;at)on. l·lIi. ded ion Is ntu'l'owly lil11ited to the fael:! presented here, and does nlll prevent SJ.n from applying
lts minimum Pl'i>C~.sin .(ondard in the future.
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